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The fcncrable William 5. ¥Moorhead, Chairman
Subcommnittee on Conservation, Energy, and oD
Natural Resources US>
Committee on Government Operations o

flouse of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The enclosure to this letter responds to the Jlurmer
Chairman's October 23, 1974, letter in which he raised
several questions, made certain ohservations, and
requested additional information on our October 8, 1974,
report (B-125053). This report, which discussed the
need to direct the Department of Agriculture's cooperative Af2>
forestry programs toward increasing sortwood sawtimber
surplies on private, nonirdustrial forest land, has not
been released for general distribution because of the
former Chairman's request.

Our previous report contains recomnendations to the
Secretery or Agriculture. Section 236 of the Legislative
Reorcanization Act of 1370 reguires the head of a Federal
agency to submit a written statement on acticns he nas
taken on our recommendations to the House and Senate 411770
Committees on Government Operations not later than 60

‘days from the date of the release of the report and to

the iouse and Senate Committees on Approprlatxon with the AJDJ
agency's first request for appropriations made more than
60 days after the date of the release of the report. We
will be in toucn with ycur office te errange for the re-
leaze of the report to set in motion the requirements of

section 236.
ég_a@fely ;é;} /“
,ﬁ»

Comptreoller weneral
of the United States

gnclosure

RED-75-~397

v

-

|

2 i“(;‘,‘;"“' ::c appr . b qv31q

e P AR Db sl S T o ety




o #

v

Ko x

P

ok 0T

i ety 3
it R

e 4 g g P

vy T eI

e mggrs s

LTI TR TN Ur PR,

PRI

T T P M U e pent 5 e sg e e

SEQ D I s S P i et S e

T e e, S Ty

Bl

ENCLOSURE ENCLOSURE

The Honorable Henry S. Reuss, former Chairman of the
Subcommittee on Conservation and Natural Resources, House
Committee on Government Operations, requested clarification
of several matters in our report entitled "Need to Direct
Cooperative Forestry Programs toward Increasing Softwood
Sawtimber Supplies" (B=-125053, Oct. 8, 1974) before the
report could be released for further distribution. The
former Chairman's questions, observations, and reguests

for additional information and our respons-s are presented
below. ¥

INTENT OF THE COOPERATIVE
FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT

Has the Forest Service interpreted the term "private landowners"
used in the Cooperative Forest Management (CFM} Act of August 28§,
1950, as amended (16 U.S.C. 568c and d},~to cover only private,
nonindustrial forest landowners?

No. The Forest Service's description of the three major
program categories under the amended act, those who gqualify
for assistance under each, and the types of assistance that
can be provided follow. ’ .43

Forest management~-Private forest landowners:; landowner i
associations; forest operators; and nonprofit organizations,
such as the YMCA, the YWCA, the Boy Scouts of America, and
4-H Clubs, qualify to receive a wide variety of technical
services including, but not limited to, preparing multiple-
use management plans; prescribing silvicultural practices;
marking trees to be sold; and advising on protecting, manag-
ing, and using the landowners' forest and related resources.

Forest product utilization--Harvesters, processors, and
merchandlsers of torest products are eligible to receive ad-
vice, assistance, and training in (1) improving Zelling,
bucking, skidding, and transportation methods, (2) using log
and lumber rules, and (3) improving roundwood processing
practices, including drying. The Forest Service assists
in marketing forest products and emphasizes achieving better
uti’ization of harvested trees to reduce waste and increase
timber supplies.
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, Urban _and community forestry--Althcugh this program has .
not been funded, the Forest Service has developed oprospective
guidelines, with input from State forestry and extension
officials, which propose that State forestry organizations
may provide technical assistance and training to local
governments and their subsidiaries, planning agencies, soil
conservation districts, private organizations and corpora’ .ons,
consultants, and developers of residential and commercic. areas. _ ;
These activities would involve establishing, maintaining, oo
protecting, and using trees and asscciated woody plants to . .
improve environmental qual ¢y in community and urban areas,
The Forest Service does not contemplate providing such
assistance to individual landowners.

How does GAO's definition of the term "private, nonindustrial
forest landowner"” differ from the definition of landowners eligi-
ble for assistance under the Forestry Incentives Program?

We used the term "private, nonindustrial forest landowner"
to refer to all commercial forest landowners other than owners
of public lands and companies or individuals operating woocd
processing or marketing enterprises. A 1973 Forest Service
report entitled “The Outlook for Timber in ,“he United States"
showed the following breakdown of commercigé forest lands by
type of owner.

Acres :
(millions)
National fcrest 91.9 .
Other public . 44.2 : 1
Forest industry 67.3 ‘ :

Other private (private, nonindustrial) 296.3

Total . 499 .7

The Forestry Incentives Program's definition of private,
nonindustrial forest landowners is more restrictive than
our definition because (1) private entities which regqularly ;
manufacture forest products or provide public utilities :
services, or the subsidiaries of such entities, are excluded !
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and (2) cost sharing will not be provided on private nonin-
dustrial tracts greater than 500 acres. The Secretary of
Agriculture maey grant exceptions to the acreage limitations
if he determines that 2snough public benefit would result,

In addition, the program is restricted to lands capable

of producing crops of industrial wood (a minimum of 30 cubic
feet an acre annually). According to the Forest Service,

: ~ these additional limitations reduce the acreage of private,
: nonindustrial forest land eligible under the Forestry

i Incentives Program to about 199 million acres.

¢ Does Public Law 92-288, May S, 1972, 86 Stat. 134, amending
16 U.S.C. 568c, authorize providing technical services only
: to private, nonindustrial landouners?

: The statute does not define private landownere or
; otherwise differentiate between various typecs of private
; landowners. The legislative history of the statute merely
i provides that private, nonindustrial landowners were in
: the most immediate need of technical services. (See S,
: Rept. No. 92-592, 924 Ceng., 24 Sess., Jan. 24, 1972,
) restating B, Rept. No. 92-472, 924 Cong., lst Sess.,
! sept. 9, 1971.) .
4y

: More importantly, Putflic Law 92-288 specifically vests
. the Secretary of Agriculture with discretion to determine
whether the Federal Government should cooperate with the
States and to determine the conditions upon which the
cooperation is to be extended. Although not entirely free
from doubt, this discretion appears broad enough for the
Secretary to have refused to enter into a cooperative
agreement with a State where the State provides technical
services to private, industrial landcwners. Depending on
the extent that States require Federal assistance to carry
; on their technical services programs, the Secretary's re-
¢ fusal would have effectively forced States to deny such
services to private, industrial landowners as a prereguisite
to obtaining Federal funds. '

; - Currently, however, the Secretary does not distinguish
h between private, industrial and nonindustrial landowners;
both are eligible for teghnical services. We see no legal
infirmity in the Secretary's decision.
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If GAC agrees that the law authorizes arnd sncourages providing
technical services to zll private lardcwrers, fcrest opercators,
wood processors, ard rublic agencies, what ie the basis for
reccrmending that the Forest Service establish geals that
appear to limit CFM program cssisitarce solely o private,
nontndusitrial Fforest landcurers?

s bt e ot

The law authorizes providing technical services to

- private landowners, forest operators, wood processors, and
public agencies. As stated previously, the Forest Service
has divided the services into three categories--forest
management, product utilization, and urban and community

" forestry. Our review and recommendations were directed
toward forest management assistance, which represented about
95 percent of the fiscal year 1973 CFM program. The remain-
ing 5 percent represented product utilization assistance.

b A e b < e e e

Although forest management assistance may be provided
cn all privately owned forest lands or potential forest
lands and forest ranges, tne States receive few requests for .
assistance from industrial forest landowners because most ;
have their own forestry staffs. As a result, the private,
nonindud yrial landowners are the primary recipients of forest.
managemeft assistance. We believe this is consistent with
the legislative history of the amended CFM Act, which shows
particular congressional concern over the need for better
management of the Nation's private, nonindustrial forest
lands to insure an adequate future timber supply.
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Our recommendation to "establisn specific annual goals
for increasing the supply of softwood sawtimber on private,
nonindustrial forest land and for other multiple-use
management purposes”" was not intended to limit CFM forest
management assistance solely to private, nonindustrial
forest landowners. As the report stated, we believe that,
because of the predicted shortages of softwood sawtimber S
and the opportunity that exists for increasing softwood
production on private, nonindustrial forest land, the
Forest Service, in administering the CFM program, should
emphasize increasing softwood sawtimber supplies on these

- lands.

We recognize that any effort to emphasize increasing
softwood sawtimber supplies on private, nonindustrial
forest land may affect the amount of assistance available
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for accomplishing other forest mar.agement objectives and
for assisting other potential recipients. For this reason
the Forest Service must determine what portion of the total
CFM efforts snould be directed toward each of the specific
program purpcses and potential recipients within the forest
management catsgory. :

' . CFi BUDGET I 0POSALS

; Who made the decision not to request appropriations for CFM
{ funds up to or near the level established by Public Law
: 92-288 and what was the basis for that decigsion?

{
¢ CFM program funds are included as part of the Forest
P Service's appropriation for its State and private programs,
f In the past several years CFM program funds have been much
less than the $20 million authorized by Public Law 92-288.
i The Forest Service told us that it considered funding re-
: quirements for the CFH program when budget estimates were
being developed for all programs but that it was necessary
: to hold Federal expenditurcs and manpower levels to a
‘ minimum to figh: inflation and to stay within the frame-
Pk work of the Administration's overall econonic program. The
Forest Service said that using resources more effectively
Lo accomplish all program goals did not allow for large
funding increases in the CFM program.

The following table shows the Forest Service requests
for CFM funds and the amounts approved by the Depar tment
» of Agriculture and the Office of Management and Budget
§ : for fiscal year 1973 (the year before Public Law 92-288
‘ : went into effect) and for fiscal years 1974 and 1975.

; : Forest Level approved Level approved by the

j : Fiscal Service by the Department Office of Management |
; year request of Agriculture and Budget
i

i | (000 omitted)

; 1973 § 5,000 $5,000 $5,000
_ 1974 10,000 5,000 5,000
REEE 1975 10,070 5,580 . 5,574
i
!
i 5
!
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INCREASED CFM AUTHORIZATICHN

¥hat actions have been taken or are planned >y the Forest
Service to carry out the congreseicnal intent exrressed <
the legcislative nistory of 2utlic Law 32-288 for incraasing
assistcree o Jerest landecurers and astablishing an wrian
ard community Forestiry progranm?

Forest landowner assistance

The Forest Service said it is trying to strengthen
assistance. to the forest landowners without increasing CFM
program funding levels. It said, for example, that the
Forestry Incentives Program provided only limited technical
assistance funds and that part of the CFM effort was being
directed at providing necessary technical assistance to
participating landowners.

Urban and community forestry program

50 far the Fecrest Service has developed prospective
national guidelines for an urban and community forestry
programn and has published a bibliography on the subject.
It is developing a program handbook which summarizes the
skills and knowledge that a forester must acquire to
properly perform urban and community forestry jobs. The
Forest Service told us the program is on a standby basis
because of the current funding and manpower levels. The
Forest Service is planning to initiate the program in
fiscal vear 1977,

CFM ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

Why have Forest Service administrative costs for the CFM
program increased since fiscal year 197172

The following table shows the distribution of CFM
funds between Forest Service administrative costs and

‘payments to the States for fiscal years 1971 through 1975.
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1872 . 1913 1974 1375 {estimatad)
increase or increase or Increase or increase cr
N desrease (-) decrease (-) ¢ecrease {-) decrease -}
expend- Expend- frem Expend- = from Eacend- from Experg- frem
iture tture . previous year  iture previous year  ‘‘ure previous resr iture previous year
‘ : {000 omitted)

Forest Service
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administrative

costs $ 828 $ 630 $ 56 $ 232 $ 202 $ 7192 $-30 $ 9 U7
Payments o -

States 4,353 4,323 -40 4,133 -150 4,260 127 4,639 235
Total 34,987 $5,003 $5,015 $5,052 35,568

According to the Forest Service, the 46-percent increase
in CFil administrative costs since fiscal year 1971 resulted
from inflation and the onset of new program activities
which have reqguired employinag additional specialists to
handle the increased workload, including training of State-
personnel.

The Forest Service cites its Sawmill Improvement
Program and its Multiple Accomplishment Reporting Systenm
as two examples where additional specialists and computer
equipment were required. The Forest Service operates the
computer egquipment centrally rather than having each State
maintain such capabilities.

USE OF COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS

After noting the statement in our report that the
Forest Service administers the CFM program through cocpera-
tive agreements with the 3States, Che¢irman Reuss asked:

NG

(a) Has the Forest Service iritiated procedures to revise
those agreements to conjorm with the 1372 amendments?

(b) If the answer to (a) is no, please expluin why rot.
If the Service contends that a revision 13 not needed,
please review some of those agreements and advise us
whether the GAO agrees with that contention.

Asked if the CFM agreements with the States recuire
revision to implement Public Law 92~288, the Forest Service
replied:
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“No. Standing cooperative agreements are no
longer needed The USDA form AD-623, Apolication for
Federal Assistance, now constitutes the cooverative
agreement wnich is renewed annually during the
program and financial planning process. I1is fcra
is grescrikbed by FMC 74-7 (formerly QM3 Circular i-
102). 0uB Circular A-35 and Treasury Memorandum
1082 also provided a basis for tne change."

Attachment ¥ to FMC 74-7, dated September 13, 1974,
prescrives a fcrm identical to aD-523.

The cooperative agreements formerly used hadéd a con-
tract format that obligated the States to administer and
supervise a cooperative program while requiring the
Federal Government to provide funding. Exactly what tyoe
of cooperative program was involved, the goals to be net,
and the amount of Federal funding were unstated.

AD-623 specifies all these matters in addition to such
other information as the proiect's duration and impact, the

~amount of Federal funds involved, and how those funds are

to be spent, AD-623 thus seems to be a better means of
accomplishing projects within the CFM program and ¢f allo-
cating Federal funds for it.

PRIORITY SYSTEM FOR Cr¥ PROGRAM

The States' procedure of resporndirg to landowner recuests, witn
no priority given to any particular forestry objective, appears
lackadaistical and inconsistent witn the statute and congressioral
intent. However, to attempt ar affirmative priority system for
the CFM progrem might be ineffective until the Forest Service
requests funds at the level authorized by Public Law 32-288. Wz

would appreciate GAO's views and comments on thnis aralysis.

1%
s

We do not agree with this analysis. The practice of
relylng on landowner-initiated requests as a basis for
providing CFM program assistance is not the best possible
means for directing the program. Because of the vast num-
ber and varying degrees of importance of forestry opportuni-
ties on private lands and the limited funds available, we
believe that specific CFM program goals should be estab--
lished now and not later when authorized funding levels
are reached. These goals should reflect the future needs
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of tne Nation and saoculd te classified accordinc +c
inportance. As a result, the States will need a n»riority
system to insure achieving the morz important goals first.

We recognize, however, tnat a cartain amount oI ziza
will still te required to respond o landowner racu2sts
for assistance that may relate tc lcwer oriocrity 3gjoals.
Consequently, the Forest Service needs to determine what
portion of the CFM program should be directed toward each

of the specific program purposes, as we-have recormended.

USE OF MULTI2LE ACCOMPLISHMENT
REPORTING SYSTEH

Ib the Multiple Accomplishment Reporting System used in
developing CFM information provwaed to the Congress?

Yes. The Forest Service's Multiole Acconplishment
Reporting Sycstem (4ARS), which accumulates information
on the major accomplishments achieved through the coopera-
tive forestry programs, is used in developing CFM accomplish-
ments reported annually to the Congress as support for
budget requests. The accomplishients reported to the Con-
gress are listed in general categories, such 25 nunmpber of
woodland owners given assistance, acres of acccmplished
timber stand improvement work, and acres planted or seeded.

Is the intent of the follcwing 740 reccrmerdaizion: '"obtain

J J
appropriate informetion and evaluate the a‘féctzveress of thesz
programs to inerease tre supply o7 softwood sawtimber and o
meet other program purposes, ard report the results to tre
Congress' that the Foresr Service <improve both 1ts reroriing
system and the data it precvides to the Corgress?

.Yes. MARS does not currently obtain enough informaticn
on timber management accomplishments. The system should Goe
revised to obtain information on such matters as age of the
stand, species, and site productivity for reforestation and
timber stand improvement accomplishments. 3Similar informa-
tion is being accumulated under the Forestry Incentives
Program to allow for an effectiveness evaluation.

We believe this information, if accumulated for the CFM
program, would provide a better basis for evaluating the
program's effectiveness in increasing the supply of softwood
sawtimber and for assessing the effectiveness of State
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efforts to airect assistance to tane most precductive larnd.

wWe also believe thrat the rasults of these evaluaticrs snhould

pe reported to the Congress for its use in considering budget
reguests.

CFM ALLOCATICN FCRAULA

After noting the statement in our regort that tae
Forest Service developed the 1951 CFM apportionment formula
with the National Association of State Foresters, Chairman
Reuss asked:

(2) On what basis was *re ‘formula so developed Ly the Foresti
Service when *the statute recuires that it be determined by tre
Secretary cjter consulic ‘on with @ rational advisory beard of

Pl
e
valent of ficials?

Q)

State foresters or equ

.,

(b) Does the Secretary rave o CFM ratioral advisory

board and, if so, who are its current members and their
affiliations?

I

The Forest 3ervice administers the C:m program within
the Department of Agriculture., The formula received the
official approval of the Secratary of agriculture af:er
his consuitation with a national advisory board of State
foresters. The Executive (ommittee of the National Associa-
tion of State Foresters 1is the national acdvisory ocard pre-
scribed in section 2 of tha CFM Act (15 C.S.C. bo3d) The
committee currently comprises the follcwing members:

President--Paul Xramer, Director, Texas Forest Service

Past President--Ralgh Winkworth, Tirector, Division
of Forest Resocurces, M¥ortn Carolina

Vice President--3ill Moody, 3tate rFforester, Alabama
Forestry Commission

Secretary Treasurer-~Fred Siemert, rforestry Supervisor,
Division of Forestry, Illinois

Member-at-large~-John Bethea, Director, Division of
Forestry, Florida .

What changes have occurrad in the orzg¢na7 CFM ]ormula5

Aecording to the Forest Service, the original CFM
formuia has been pveriodically revised by the Department
of Agriculture in consultation with the national advisory

10
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_ lowing 2 resciutcizca

: Foresters, the meciacd
: . include an allotment

i pating State when new
: This was done to nelp
: in the crogram. This

ase
Drivate landowners owning from 1 tec 2
s s°
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formula was 2ased on %the numbar of
30 acras c¢cf forest

f State funds s2ent for the CFll zZro-

2ral nmatching Zunds. In 1233, f£cl- |
2 the laticonal Asscciaticon o State
cf allocating Ifunds was changad ko
fioor of 520,000 for each czartici-

feceral money was maage available.
tnose States getting a late start
vase was changzd to $30,000 in 1565.

In 1967 the basic formula was changed by (1) increzasing
the basis for counting

the number of private forest landowners

from 1 to 500 acres to 10 to 5,000 acres of forest land, (2)

; aading a factor to re

i land in each State, (3)
overmatching of Federal funds, and (4) adding a provision

! that would guarantee
ment reduced to less
the preceding year.

‘in CF
! softwood reed. S5Since
acreage, @2roductivity

; and since taese opocrt
) the Nation, the Degar
softwocd formula to 3
this formula 43 State
based on softwood acr
: ship. Of tne 43 Stat

. - In 1972 the CFi

flect the acres of commercial forest
doubling the factor value for State

that no State may have 1ts current allot-
than 36.5 percent of its allotment for

In 1971 the Conaress aoprocriated an additional $820,000
¥ funds to provids

increased attention to tne Nation's
oozortunities for increasing softwood

; supplies depend con such factors as the quantity »f softwood

factors, and land ownersnhip patterns,
unitiss do not occur unLLormlj across
tmant of Agriculture develored a
iztribute the increased funés. - Under
s shared some porticn of the increase
2age2 in nonindustrial private owner-
as, 25 received more than $9,500 each.

national advisory board recommended

- ~ abandoning the softwocd formtia and distributing all funds

i under the bpasic CFM £

ormula. They reasoned tnat the basic

formula recognized acce loratad effort ty softwoeod-producing.

; - States. The Forest S
distribution formula

: : At an October 19
! of State Foresters,
: for State and Private
: plishments under the

; . great effect from the

k B e PHIY
1
}
t
.
"
¥
»

ervice agreed ard the separate fund
was dropped.

73 meeting of the National Association

the Forest Service's Acting Deputy Chief

Forestry said the CFM record of accom-
softwood fcrmula did not reveal any
increased funding. According to this

11
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official, it would 22 recessarv zo indicate wnar outou:ts

ara2 exgected in z2rms c¢f impact on +he tiadber supplv <o
justifiy funding incr2ascs i1n 3tate and private forestry in
the future. Under the scftwoca formula, monev was allocatad
cn the basis of zotentizl corortunicixw for increasine sofu-
wocd suzplies witniln zne 3tztes. The allocations, however,
Jers Lﬂuor“ora;=c with thz 3ctner COFM sregram funds andé wers
not 4dairected at aczempliscing any scecific guantitative

goals. As the result, the:e was no assurance that emphasis
would oce given to increasing sofitwood inventories.

In recommending trat trhe Forest Service ase 7und allocations
on a Staze’s coritriduzions toverd meciirg v eJ~ous74 established
geoals and its carability ic meet current goals, 15 GAO recomrmerd-

n‘-\' =

ing that the TFM formula e charged?

3
3
+

Our recommendations would require adjustments in the
CFM allocation formula. ‘e believe these adjustments, which
can be made under existing authority, are necessary to insure
an efrective program for accomplishing guantitative and
gualitative goals.

The osresent CFd fermula nas no weans for directing the.

‘procram :ioward measuraile acccomplishments. For example,

the current z2llccation formula cdoes not congider the tyve
or cuantity of assistance given to individuals; instead,
it ccnsiders the amount of ~oney the State spent. 1In
adcdi-ion, the formula considers the number of landowners
without considering the capability of the land to meet
program objactives.

In the October 1573 meeting of the National Association
of Stite Foresters, the Forest Service pointed out that the
reqular formila distribution of increases had not grcduced
tne racceomplishments recquired to justify such increases
and that other methods must se found for the ecuitable
allocaticn of Federal funds to accomplish the cijectives
for which the funds are provided.

Fequestvu clarification of vhether GAQ recommended a change
in the CFM alloeation formula and whether such a formula
ehange is required, in light of the legislative history

of Public Law 92-288, at l:ust as to any increase in
appropriations cver $§ million.
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Section 2 of Public Law 92-283 amended 16 U.S.C. 5684
ncreasing from 35 million to $20 million the authoriza-
mentioned in that provision. As amended, 16 U.S5.C.
provides:

"There is authorized to be appropriated annually,
to enable the Secratary to carry out the provisions
of this section and section 568c of this title, the
sum of $20,000,00). Apportionment among the parti-
cipating States, administrative expenses in connec-
tion with cecoperative action with such States, and
the amount to be expencded by the Secretary to make
technical services available to private versons and
agencies, shall be determined by the Secretarv after
consultation with a national advisorv board of not
less than five 3tata foresters or eguivalent
officials selected by a majority of the State
foresters or eguivalent officials of all States,
Territories, or possessions participating in the
vrogram."

Nothing in this orovision or its leaislative history

requires a change in the factors presently used to determine

the

apportionment of CFM funds, althouch zoth House and

Senate reports state that $5 million of the increased

auth

orization would e for the urban and community forestry

(U&CF) aspect of the CFY program.

"(2' Section 2 of the bill would increase
from $5 ~illion to $20 million the authorization
for assistance to the States in carrying out the
program of forestry assistance to landowners
auchorized by the Cooperative Forest Management
Act. Ten million dollars of this increase would
be for assis>ance to forest land owners. Five
million dollars of the increase would fund the
urban and community forestry program which would be
included as a part of the coopz2rative forest
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management program dY section 1 oI the 2ill.”
3. Rept. No. 92-472, supra, at 4. See also S.

-

Rept. No. 92-592, supra, 3t 5.

This intended allocaticn was not carriad into law by
Puolic Law 92-283 since that statutz do2s not authorize
funds for any particular project witnin the TFM program.
Moreover, although the proposed allocation may accurately
reflect congressional intent in anticipation of a full
$20 million appropriation, its value as an indicator of
such intent is limited to that situation and would be
questionable, certainly if less than $20 million were in
fact aporopriated specifically for the CFM program.

Further, the ultimate disposition of CFM funds could
still be determined by subsequent legislation. Such legisla-
tion, being a later expression by the Coengress, 1is entitled
to great weight and might well be controlling. The fiscal
year 1975 appropriations act for the Forest Service, enacted
into law subsequent to Public Law 9Z-288, states:

"State and private forestry cooperation: For
cooperation with States in foresu-fire prevention
and suppression, in forest tree planting on non-
Faderal public and gprivate lands, and in forest
management and processing, and for advising L]
timberland owners, associations, wood-using
industries, and others in the application forest
management principles and processing of forest products,
as authorized by law, $34,638,000." (Public Law 93-404,
Aug. 31, 1974, 88 Stat. 815.)

This legislation combines the CFM program with other
cooperative programs without reference to U&CF projects or
other specific goals within the CFM program. Public Law
93-404 does not establish a2 fund allocation formula for
activities within the CFM program, and the legislative

"history of Public Law 93-404 does not indicate an intent

to allocate the appropriation for particular CFM activities.
(See S. Rept. No. 93-1069, 934 Cong., 2d Sess. (1974);
H. Rept. No. 93-1209, id., H. Rept. No. 93-1293 (Conference),
id.) -

In summary, our recommendation intended that the CFM

apportionment formula be changed so that funds would be
spent to accomplish specified goals; however, Public Law
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i 92-283, its legislative aistory, and subsequent legislaticn
; making approgriaticns for zne CFX orogram do nct in this
; case appear to nave the legal effect of reguiring such

a change.

STATE PARTICIRATICH

Have ony States jailed to continue providirg a reasoncble
share of the szperses of tre CFM program?

The CFM Act (16 U.5.C. 563d) regquires that, during any

i fiscal year, the amount vaid by the Federal Covernment under
: the act te any 3State stall not exceed the State's CFM expen-
ditures. A comparison of CFM expenditures for 49 States 1l/
during fiscal vears 1971 and 1973 showed that expenditures ,
for 39 States increased bty $3,901,355 while expenditures ,
for the other 10 States cecreased by $250,492. During fiscal :
year 1973 all but two States--Arizona and Rhode Island which
matched Federal funding--had CFM expenditures in excess cf
Federal funding.

~ gy

FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM . . :

; dfver noting tnat the Agrioul: xral Stabilization and Conservation -
Service (ASCS) was acrninistering the ~ov'es,ry Incentives Pro-

; gram (FIP), the Chairman guestioned why the Forest oervﬂce

! developed the FIP allocaticn formula. ;

' Section 1009 of the Agriculture and Consumer Protection
Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-386, Aug. 10, 1973, 87 Stat. 243),
which authorized the Forestry Incentives Program, designated
the Secretary of Agriculture to administer the procram. On

" Hovember 7, 1973, the Secretary's Memorandum No. 1829 estab-
lisned the organizational arrangement and assigned resconsi-
bilities for carrying out an integrated Rural Environmental
Conservation Program, which included forestry incentives
for fiscal year 1974. ASCS is responsible for receiving
applications for cost-sharing assistance, executing contracts
with the landowners for such assistance, and certifying
payments to the landowners.

gt

I
Arizona came intc the CFM program during fiscal year 1%872.
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- Tha Forest 3Service, in consultation with State forastars,
i3 resvonsibie for developlay ra2commendations for allocatinag
funds to States and counties and establishing oriorities
Lor cost=-sharing assistanc=2. It is also rasoonsidlzs for
sroviding technical advice tl:sougn State forasters to land-
cwn2rs for »lanning and accom>lisning the pracrtices aoprovad
for cost sharing.
]
Does the Forestry Ircertivec Prcgram, section 1009, Agriculture !
and Consw» mer Drotzotion Aﬂc of 1973, 87 Stat. 245, 16 U.5.C.
1503, resuire tne Secretary of Agriculiurz o consult orly witha .
the Vatzonal Policy Board or the Natioral Assoetation of State

Secretary of Agriculture by 16 U.S.C.

coresters9

The requirement for consultation placed upon the
1509 is that

“The Secretary shall consult with the State
forester or other appropriate official of the

‘respective States in the conduct of the forestry

which consists of various Department officials,

incentives program undet this section, and
Federal assistance shall be extended in accor-
dance with section 1503(b) of this title."

The statute does not mention the national policy bhoard,
or any group

of State foresters or other appropriate State officials by

nane.
with

of State Foresters.

The Secretary therefore is not required to consult
the national peolicy board or the National Association
de may of course do so since the

statute does not limit the sources from which the Sacretary
may seek advice.

The factors to be considered in developing a fund allo-

cation formula for the Forestry Incentives Program are set

out in 16 ¢U.S.C.

15069(c).

“* * * The Secretary shall for the purposes of
this section distribute funds available for cost
sharing among and within the States only after
assessing the public benefit incident thereto,
and after giving appropriate consideration

16
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@ numoer and acr=2age of COﬂmor»Lal foreset

d et don ber of =2ligitle ownersni in the

Stat and counties to be served av such cost

sharing; the cotential oroductivitvy of such lands;

anqa tar2 need f£or reforestation, cimder stand

imprev=ament, or othaer :ores r7 iavestalents on such

lanc. ic forest incentives contract snzll e

: apprcved under this secblon on a tract greater

: ; than five hundred acres, unless the Secretary finds
i that significant public benefit will be incident

to such approval."
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Although the statute sets the factors to be considered,
the determination of the exact weight to be given eacn
formula factor is within the discretion of the Secretary
because of the "apprcoriate consideration" phrase in the
statute. A November 19, 1373, document entitled "Procedure
for Apportionment of Forestry Incentives Funds among the
States" by the Division of Forest Economics and Marketing
Research, Forest Service, recognized and discussed the fac-
tors required by 16 U.5.C. 1509(c) to be considered in
determining how funds for this program were to be allocated
among the States,

{ In addition, the funds for this vrogram are %o bte

j distributed only after the Secretary assesses "the pudlic

5 benefit incident thereto.” Since the statute does not

; define "public ocenefit," the Secretary apparentlv has

: additional discretion, after determining the alloccation

; formula, to distribute funds on a basis that varies from

f : tne formula if he finds a greater public benefit from doing
so.

g
e

In recommending that the Forest Ssrvice znd ASCS tase the FIF
fund alloczzions on a State's contributi cns toward meetirg
previously estadlished gouls ard its cap pility to meet current
goals, is GAOQ recommending that the FIP formula be changed?

_ Our recommendation would reguire adjustments in the

) . . : FIP allocation formula. We believe that, although verfor-

' mance in meeting timber production goals could not be
considered in the formula used in allocating funds for the
initial year's operation of the Forestry Incentives Program,
: such performance, together with the State's capability for

, meeting current ‘timber production goals, should be primary

L
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considerations in subsaguent fund allocations. This will
raquire astabllanlﬂg guantitative goals for measuring the
orogram's eflectiveness in acconOLxsqlng 1ts oojectives

and making the necaessary revisions in the allocation

formula to oetter insure that funds are directed to those
States whose past reriormance and Drasent cavability offar
sore degr2e of 3assurance that timecser droduction goals will

2e accomplished in the Zuture. These adjustinents L0 tha

fIP allocation formula can de made under existing legislative
authority.

-SEATON PANEL REPORT

The April 1973 report of the President's Advisory
Panel on Timber and the Environment (Seaton Panel)
recommended continuing present Federal and State programs
to aid small private forest owners. The Panel encouraged
and supported efforts to develop new approaches aimed
at increasing timber from private lands in small ownerships.
The Panel, however, cautioned against overoptimism about
increasing the output of wood from private, nonindustrial
forests above that which would occur naturally.

Chairman Reuss reauested GA0's corments on the Panel's
cautiorary statzment.

We have no special &nowledge regardlng tne Panel ]
statement. The C{ongress, however, recognized the need
for increasing the timber growth on private, nonindustrial
forest lands and, in August 1973, cresated the Forestry
Incentives Program, which provides for cost~sharing measures
to stimulate private investments in forestry practices.
The Chief of the Forest Service said that, without such
assistance, these private forest landowners are unlikely
to intensify forest management in a substantive way, even
in response to price increases, because of short ownership
tenure, lack of capital, lack of knowledge, or other factors.
He said public programs of technical assistance and cost
sharing appeared to be the only way to brirng about substan-
tial increases in timber supplies from these private, non-
industrial forest lands.

The Panel acknowledged that public and industry

forestry assistance programs have had some effect in
increasing the total wood production on small, private

18
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forests but that it was difficult to avoraise tne effec-
tiveness of tne variad programs because it could not gut
a quantitative estimate on the extenc of these increaases
‘'or on the results achieved zer unit cost,

We believe that anv Government <ffcrts to increase
timber supply saould provide for the data collection in
qualicative and guantitative terms necessary to evaluate
the cost effectiveness of a program in accomplishing its
goals and objectives.

The Forest Service is developing a process to
evaluate the Forestry Incentives Program. The evaluation
is to consist of:

--Monitoring the program's performance as measured
by increased timber vield and financial return
on investment.

--Obtaining enough information to adequately
identify strong and weak points for
program redirection.

--Monitoring the impact of timber practices upon
output of other forest joods.

This evaluation process should solve the Seaton
Panel's concern of not being able to guantify timber in-
creases and the costs associated with these increases.
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